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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Final office action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed December 
8, 2003. Claims 41 and 42 have been cancelled. Claims 1-40 are pending. 

2. The previously pending objection to the abstract has been withdrawn. 



3. Applicant's arguments filed December 8, 2003 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 31 is objected to because of the following informalities: "aschedule" in line 
1 of the claim seems to be missing a space to indicate -a schedule-. Appropriate 
correction is required. 



5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. Claims 1-20, 22, 24-29, 30-33, and 35-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Edgar et al (USPN 5,848,395). 

As per claim 1 , Edgar et al disclose method in a computer system for dynamically 
creating a schedule of timeslot segments for a plurality of routes and timeslots 
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(appointment booking and scheduling system 10), the method comprising: 
determining from a calendar, a set of possible route types for a selected day and a 
template identifier (routes 31 contained in table 30 for each day in a predetermined 
window, see figure 3); based upon the determined set of possible route types, 
retrieving a set of available route types from a template identified by the template 
identifier (appointment server 12), wherein the available route types are also 
members of the set of possible route types (offer of possible appointments to 
customers, see column 2, lines 20-22); for each available route type, determining a 
set of routes for the selected day (i.e., routes 31 ); for each set of routes, creating in a 
data repository a set of schedulable timeslot segments that correspond to the 
selected day (database 1 1 , see figure 1 ). 

As per claim 2, Edgar et al disclose for each set of routes, determining a set of 
timeslots, wherein a portion of the set of schedulable timeslot segments are created 
to correspond to each timeslot (i.e., the number of routes 31 corresponding to each 
day in table 30, wherein the route including a start and end time, see column 2, lines 
8-11). 

As per claim 3, Edgar et al disclose wherein the number of created schedulable 
timeslot segments that correspond to each timeslot are based upon a potential 
number of timeslot segments associated with each timeslot (i.e., appointments 
offered within predetermined time slot associated with each route, see column 2, 
lines 26-27). 

As per claim 4, Edgar et al disclose modifying the template such that data that 
corresponds to at least one of the set of timeslots for the selected day are changed; 



Application/Control Mmber: 09/620, 1 99 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3623 

and updating the created set of schedulable timeslot segments in the data repository 
to correspond to the changed data (upon acceptance of offered appointment, the 
time used and time left fields are updated, see column 2, lines 27-29). 

As per claim 5, Edgar et al disclose the template identifier identifies one of the 
days of a week (see column 1 , line 65). 

As per claims 6 and 7, Edgar et al disclose a schedulable timeslot segment 
corresponds to a delivery stop (i.e., delivery of a service), and corresponding to an 
event (i.e., service engineers visiting customer sites, see column 1, lines 8-9). 

As per claim 8, Edgar et al disclose the selected day is a date in the future 
(predetermined window may cover two weeks form the current date, see column 1 , 
lines 66-67). 

As per claim 9, Edgar et al disclose the method is used to create schedulable 
events for a sequence of days in the future (two weeks form the current date, see 
column 1 , lines 66-67). 

As per claim 10, Edgar et al disclose the schedulable timeslot segments are sent 
to another program to be allocated to actual events (appointment booking scheduler 
13, see figure 1). 

As per claim 1 1 , Edgar et al disclose the actual events are scheduled delivery 
orders (i.e., delivery of service order from service engineers visiting customer sites, 
see column 1, lines 8-9). 

As per claim 12, Edgar et al disclose the set of possible route types indicates that 
no routes are available for the selected day (i.e., total amount of free time is zero, 
see column 2, lines 56-58). 
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As per claim 13, Edgar et al disclose the set of possible route types indicates a 
holiday schedule is available for the selected day (see column 2, lines 42-44). 

As per claim 14, Edgar et al disclose each route is based upon geographical data 
(see column 1, lines 48-50). 

As per claim 15, Edgar et al disclose modifying the template such that data that 
corresponds to at least one of the set of routes for the selected day are changed; 
and updating the created set of schedulable timeslot segments in the data repository 
to correspond to the changed data (scheduler uses optimization process to create a 
new table 30 representing a new set of routes, see column 2, lines 54-56). 

As per claim 16, Edgar et al disclose using the determined set of routes to 
automatically generate in the data repository a set of schedulable timeslot segments 
that correspond to a different day (done via appointment scheduler). 

Claims 17-20 are rejected based upon the rejection of claims 1-3, and 6, 
respectively, since they are the computer readable medium claims, corresponding to 
the method claims. 

As per claim 22, Edgar et al disclose a schedulable timeslot segment 
corresponds to a delivery stop (delivery to customer site by service engineer) that is 
used by an electronic storefront program (scheduling system, including gantt 
manager interface 1 5) to schedule a delivery of a product or service. 

Claims 24 and 37 are rejected based upon the rejection of claims 1-3, since they 
are the system and computer readable medium claims, respectively, corresponding 
to the method claims. 
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As per claim 25, Edgar et al disclose the available routes, timeslots, and 
numbers of potential timeslot segments per timeslot are grouped by day of week 
(tables 30 corresponding to each day of the week, see column 1 , lines 64-65). 

As per claim 26, Edgar et al disclose the user interface (gantt manager interface 
15, see figure 1) comprises a collection of database forms (tables 30). 

As per claim 27, Edgar et al disclose the elements comprise a database system 
(database 1 1 , see figure 1 ). 

As per claim 28, Edgar et al disclose a scheduled timeslot segment for a timeslot, 
for a route, for a designated calendar day that was created in the data repository is 
allocated to an order for a product or service (i.e., service engineers visiting 
customer sites, see column 1 , lines 8-9). 

As per claim 29, Edgar et al disclose a scheduled timeslot segment for a timeslot, 
for a route, for a designated calendar day that was created in the data repository is 
allocated to a particular customer (customer appointment). 

As per claim 30, Edgar et al disclose a timeslot segment is allocated to the 
particular customer based upon a rating system (i.e., the sequence of jobs is based 
upon the evaluated cost (rating) of the current sequence, see figure 5). 

As per claim 31 , Edgar et al disclose a method in a computer system for 
dynamically modifying a schedule for a plurality of timeslots and routes (optimization 
process, see figure 5), the method comprising: determining a plurality of timeslots for 
a plurality of routes for a designated time period (allocate jobs to resources for 
specific times, see column 2, lines 47-49); for a timeslot, creating in a data repository 
at least one schedulable event (route 31); allocating the schedulable event to an 
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order (start time of route); displaying indications of the plurality of routes, timeslots, 
and the allocated event (gantt manager interface 15); and in response to receiving 
an instruction to increase the number of events for the timeslot (i.e., addition of more 
appointments), creating in the data repository another schedulable event for the 
timeslot (optimization of job sequence to create new table 30, see column 2, lines 
54-56). 

As per claim 32, Edgar et al disclose performing an alert when the schedulable 
event is allocated to the order (trigger number of appointments, see figure 4). 

As per claim 33, Edgar et al disclose the alert indicates that the allocated event is 
within a designated number of schedulable events (predetermined trigger number, 
see column 2, lines 30-33). 

As per claim 35, Edgar et al disclose the instruction to increase the number of 
events for the timeslot is generated automatically (i.e., the scheduler creates new 
routes 31 , possibly including new start and end times). 

As per claim 36, Edgar et al disclose automatically reallocating the order to a 
different schedulable event (i.e., changing the order of two adjacent jobs in the 
sequence, see column 3, lines 8-10). 

As per claim 38, Edgar et al disclose the collection of zero or more scheduled 
timeslot segments each having associated locating information (customer site in 
geographic region) and order information (service engineer visiting a customer site). 

As per claim 39, Edgar et al disclose the locating information is geographic data 
(see column 1 , lines 48-50). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. Claims 21, 23, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Edgar et al, in view of Ostro (USPN 6,445,976). 

As per claims 21 , 23, and 40, Edgar et al does not explicitly disclose a 
schedulable timeslot segment is allocated to an order to delivery groceries, 
supporting the delivery of a product, and being associated with a distribution facility. 
Ostro discloses an efficient distribution system for the delivery of products for human 
consumption (see column 1, lines 49-55), located in a distribution center 1 (see 
figure 1). Both Edgar et al and Ostro are concerned with efficient delivery of 
products and services, therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include delivery of products from 
a distribution center, including food products in Edgar et al, as seen in Ostro, thereby 
providing both an efficient service and product delivery system, making the Edgar 
system more flexible and robust in handling customer requirements. 



8. Claims 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Edgar 
et al, in view of Powell et al (US 2002/0065700). 

As per claim 34, Edgar et al does not explicitly disclose the instruction indicated 
manually by a user. Powell et al discloses a method for processing service work 
assignments to a mobile workforce, implemented either manually or by using 
software (see 0036 and 0037). Both Edgar and Powell are concerned with the 
effective distribution of service work assignments, therefore it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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include manual instructions in Edgar, as seen in Powell, thus providing an option to 
the scheduler of manually increasing the number of events, thereby maintaining the 
flexibility of the system. 



Response to Arguments 

9. In the Remarks, with respect to claim 1 , Applicant argues that there are no 
templates in Edgar and no suggestion of a template identifier. First, the Examiner 
submits that a "template" is simply a table of values, as seen in Applicant's figure 4 
and as further discussed in Applicant's figure 1 1 . Edgar indeed discloses a table for 
storing a plurality of routes (column 1 , lines 17-20 and figure 3). Applicant's use of 
the term "template" in no way precludes Edgar from teaching the limitation. Second, 
a plurality of tables (i.e., templates) are stored in database 10 corresponding to 
various predetermined windows in which appointments may be offered (column 3, 
lines 64-66). As a result, the template identifier in Edgar is the appointment server 
12, which uses the stored routes in the database to offer a number of possible 
appointments. 

With further respect to claim 1, Applicant also argues that Edgar does not teach 
or suggest based upon the determined set of possible route types, retrieving a set of 
available route types from a template identified by the template identifier. The 
Examiner disagrees and submits that Edgar discloses the appointment server 12 
using the routes 31 stored in tables 10 of the database to offer a number of possible 
(i.e., set of possible route types) appointments. By offering various routes, server 12 
indeed retrieves a set of available route types from a template (i.e., table 10). In 
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Edgar, the routes are offered used to offer the customers a number of possible 
appointments, based upon the routes. This is clearly analogous to Applicant's 
combination of the template and calendar systems and offering routes stored in the 
database as possible appointments indeed equates to the elements of claim. 1 . 

With respect to claim 31 , Applicant argues that Edgar does not teach or suggest 
in response to receiving an instruction to increase the number of events for the 
timeslot, creating in the data repository another schedulable event for the timeslot. 
The Examiner disagrees and submits that Edgar discloses creating a new table 30 
representing a new set of routes. This optimization process is indeed based upon 
an instruction to increase the number of events for the timeslot, because the 
scheduler first examines the slot times to determine the total amount of available 
time, which is then allocated to the routes. As a result, each route will have a new 
sequence of available time slots (column 2, lines 56-61 ). Further, Applicant alleges 
that the job sequence of Edgar refers to an already scheduled series of jobs. This 
allegation is incorrect, because Edgar teaches that the time allocated to the routes is 
divided among the regions, with each route having the new designated number of 
slots, which is also applicable to future routes. Lastly, Edgar's predetermined time 
slots associated with the routes (column 2, lines 26-29) indeed discloses Applicant's 
schedulable event (placeholder). 

Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply 
expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andre Boyce whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
1867. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (703) 305-9643. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872- 
9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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